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REMARKS 

Claims 1-8 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, claims 1 and 2 
are amended. Claim 1 is amended to incorporate features recited in claim 2, and for 
clarity. Claim 2 is amended to remove the features now recited in claim 1. 
Reconsideration of the application based on the above amendments and the following 
remarks is respectfully requested. 

Entry of the amendments is proper under 37 CFR §1.116 because the 
amendments: (a) place the application in condition for allowance for the reasons 
discussed herein; and (b) do not raise any new issue requiring further search and/or 
consideration as the amendments do not add any new features to the claims. The 
amendments are necessary and were not earlier presented because they are made in 
response to arguments raised in the final rejection. Entry of the amendments is thus 
respectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. SI 02 

Claims 1 and 2 were rejected in the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 
being anticipated by Rule-Based Detection of Inconsistency in UML Models by Lui. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites, among other features, the verification rules comprise verification 
ru les re la ting to calc ulation of p rogre ss metrics for the model . Lu i teach es at, e. g., 
section 3.1 Inconsistency Identification Using Production System, we describe four 
types of rules that are defined to ensure the validity of inconsistency status: 

- inconsistency rules that identify inconsistencies of designs; 

- resolution rules that respond to user's choice of fixing; 

- cleanup rules that remove expired inconsistency working memory elements 
and the corresponding workspace items; 

- orphan control rules that remove the working memory elements whose parent 
WME either is invalid or has been deleted. 

Lui does not teach rules relating to calculation of progress metrics for the model. 
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For at least the foregoing reasons, Lui cannot reasonably be considered to teach 
the combination of all of the features positively recited in claim 1. Further, Lui cannot 
reasonably be considered to teach, the combination of all of the features recited in claim 
2 for at least the dependence of this claim on an allowable base claim, as well as for the 
separately patentable subject matter that this claim recites. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 and 2 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Lui are respectfully requested. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S103 

Claims 3 and 6 were rejected in the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lui in view of Generic XMI-Based UML Model Transformations 
by Kovse et al. (hereinafter "Kovse"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In the Office Action it is conceded that Lui does not teach a file of the model, 
established in the UML format, is exported in the XMI format to the MIA tool. In the 
Office Action it is asserted that Kovse remedies these shortfalls of Lui. As argued 
above, Lui cannot reasonably be considered to have suggested the combination of all of 
the features recited in claim 1. Kovse, as applied to claim 1, does not remedy the 
above-discussed shortfalls of Lui. Therefore, the combination of Lui with Kovse cannot 
reasonably be considered to have suggested the combinations of all of the features 
recited in claims 3 and 6 for at least the dependence of these claims on allowable base 
claims, as well as for the separately patentable subject matter that each of these claims 
recites. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 3 and 6 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lui in view of Kovse are respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 4, 5 and 7 were rejected in Office Action under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lui in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,480,893 to Berenbach et al. 
(hereinafter "Berenbach"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In the Office Action it is conceded that Lui does not teach the report file produced 
by the MIA tool is in the XML format. In the Off^ice Action it is asserted that Berenbach 
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remedies these shortfalls of Lui. As argued above, Lui cannot reasonably be 
considered to have suggested the combination of all of the features recited in claim 1 . 
Berenbach, as applied to claim 1, does not remedy the above-discussed shortfalls of 
Lui. Therefore, the combination of Lui with Berenbach cannot reasonably be 
considered to have suggested the combinations of all of the features recited in claims 4, 
5 and 7 for at least the dependence of these claims on an allowable base claim, as well 
as for the separately patentable subject matter that each of these claims recites. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 4, 5 and 7 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lui in view of Berenbach are 
respectfully requested. 

Claim 8 was rejected in the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lui in view of Kovse and further in view of Berenbach. This rejection 
is respectfully traversed. 

In the Office Action it is conceded that Lui and Kovse do not teach the verification 
file in the XML fonnat produced by the tool for model manipulation is converted Into the 
XSLT format so as to be transfomried into a document file of another appropriate format. 
Applicants note that claim 8 does not recite the above features. In the Office Action it is 
asserted that Berenbach remedies these shortfalls of Lui and Kovse. As argued above, 
Lui and Kovse cannot reasonably be considered to have suggested the combination of 
all of the features recited In claim 1. Berenbach, as applied to claim 1, do not remedy 
the above-discussed shortfalls of Lui. Therefore, the combination of Lui with Kovse and 
Berenbach cannot reasonably be considered to have suggested the combination of all 
of the features recited in claim 8 for at least the dependence of this claim on allowable 
base claims, as well as for the separately patentable subject matter that this claim 
recites. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 8 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lui in view of Kovse and further in view of 
Berenbach are respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

All objections and rejections having been addressed, it is respectfully submitted 
tiiat the application is in condition for allowance and a Notice to that effect is earnestly 
solicited. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned, Applicant's attorney of 
record, to facilitate advancement of the present application. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 
1.136 is hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the 
filing of this paper, including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 07-1337 and 
please credit any excess fees to such deposit account. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LOWE HAUPTMAN HAM & BERNER, LLP 

/Kenneth M. Berner/ 

Kenneth M. Berner 
Registration No. 37,093 

1700 Diagonal Road, Suite 300 

Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

(703) 684-1 111 

(703) 518-5499 Facsimile 

Date: March 3, 2011 

KMB/MIL/bjs/ser 
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